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Deleuze: Yeah, that's ideal, it would be like that all year round, it 
would change just like the nature of the work! But finally since it is 
not like that! [Pause] Next year, I'll do that. Well, I would like to... I 
say next year because I'm having problems with what to do -- but 
since you may not be here next year, I'll have to wait until next year 
to tell my problems! Okay, well, does anyone want to ask questions? 
Because there, we are in good conditions, any question, yes, about... 
yes! Finally ! [1:00] finally what? 


A student [Christian]: It's about "the utterable". [See Session 17, 
March 26, 1985] 


Deleuze: Ah, yes. 


Christian: You have identified the enunciable in a certain way with 
the interior monologue... 


Deleuze: In one case. 


Christian: In one case in relation to the insertion or specification 
process alone. Well, I'm asking you if the transition from [Inaudible 
remarks] to an act of storytelling if this entails a change in the 
stateable and the relations of the stateable and the process of the 
order of time and of the process of deviation and ‘ordination. Can we 
say in this case that what can be stated in modern cinema is identified 
with free indirect discourse? 


Deleuze: Yeah, yeah, [2:00] yeah, I understand the question very well. 
Everyone heard? [Pause] The question is very good because it is a part 
that is very vague. I am very aware that what I said about what can be 
stated and how to use this notion about cinema, it was still very vague 
and said a little quickly. There, as we are in special conditions where, 
we can... For me... everyone must have understood, moreover, that it 
is a way of escaping linguistics. 


So what is wrong with this notion? And I could try to make it less 
blurry. I just wanted [3:00] to say that it was a notion that had a place 
among certain linguists, but that it was a very, very strange notion. If 
you like, linguists, let's say, they consider linguistic units and 
linguistic operations, linguistic units of different levels, example: the 
phoneme, the moneme, etc., and they also consider linguistic 
operations, as we have seen: syntagm, [Pause; Deleuze looks for the 
term] 


paradigm.[Pause] [4:00] When they say that there can be language 
without language -- we have seen that, 


I developed it a lot -- they mean: one can conceive syntagmatic and 
paradigmatic operations independently of linguistic units. If there are 
linguistic units, there are necessarily operations, and you have a 
language with language; if you have linguistic operations independent 
of linguistic units, you have a language without a language. Hence the 
whole school of linguistic inspiration in cinema will say: “cinema is 
not a language, but it is a language” since it is not worth looking for 
linguistic units; on the other hand, [5:00] it is totally worth looking 
for linguistic operations of the type: syntagm and paradigm, huh? This 
is a clear position: it is that of all linguistically inspired semiology. [ 
Break] 


So I don't like it. Why doesn't it suit me? We are at the level where it 
is not a question of saying that they are wrong. Suppose they do a 
great job. Why doesn't it suit me? Because for reasons that I won't go 
into, it's a semiology that radically suppresses the notion of sign. 
Indeed, they no longer need the notion of sign. They replace the sign 
by the signifier or the signifiance. We must not believe that the 
signifier or the social significance [6:00] implies the notion of sign; 
this destroys the notion of sign. So they are already blowing up the 
notion of sign. 


Me, for a thousand reasons... It is in this sense that I tell you: theories 
are never true or false. There is something in us that makes them suit 
us or they do not suit us, but that does not mean that it is according to 
our mood. But there are reasons stronger than reason that make one 
feel more or less attracted to a theory. Me, I don't like it at all because 
I am very attached to the notion of sign, and a semiology that 
suppresses the sign, you understand, that bothers me enormously. In 


addition, the notion of signifier seems to me... 


good, she revolts me. So that's a lot of things. These are the reasons 
why [7:00] 


personally, I can't feel very attracted to... If one of you said to me: 
"this is the direction that suits me", I would have nothing but respect, 
and I would say: go your own way, don't at all in the sense of: look 
elsewhere, but: make your way in this direction. 


So, on the other hand, it eliminates the notion of image no less. The 
operations of the signifier will replace. So of course, they will talk, 
they will talk about "the imaginary", they will talk about the 
imaginary in its relationship with the signifier, etc. But the notion of 
image jumps as well as the notion of sign. It is replaced by the themes 
of the language of the syntagm, of [8:00] 


paradigm, and of the signifier or significance. So it's all that, me, that 
doesn't suit me because... it doesn't suit me. So, once said that it does 
not suit me, it has no interest except for me. It only runs the risk of 
becoming interesting when I say to myself: once you've been told that 
it doesn't suit you, what are you going to do? To say that at this level, 
thought is like action, what, what will it be? 


So let's say, I'm looking -- that's already a lot of work -- I was looking 
for linguists, like that, in a last desperate effort. And now I find one 
that bothers me. It will not be a problem for others, [9:00] if 
necessary. He is a problem for me because I find him admirable, 
particularly admirable among all linguists -- and I am not the only one 
-- and there is a little thing about him that particularly interests me. 
It's [Louis] 


Hjelmslev. Hjelmslev: First, there is a first point where the "signifier- 
signified" relationship 


is replaced by an “expression-content” correlation, an “expression- 
content” complementarity 


content ". [Pause] [See image from Deleuze's notebook, above] 
Expression has form and substance; the content presents [10:00] form 
and substance. See the relationship, the pair signifier-signified 
develops, in Hjelmslev: in expression: form and substance of 


expression; content: form and substance of content. 


You tell me all that, what does it mean? So we pass, just. Because 
what interests me is the relatively rare term, formed in Hjelmslev -- it 
is not me who discovers it; all the linguists have marked them -- 
where under an English term that is sometimes translated by "matter" 
and sometimes by "meaning" -- "matter" seems to me quite good, as a 
translation -- it tells us exactly this or something like this: [Pause] 
expression and [11:00] content cast their net -- he doesn't often use, 
he doesn't speak in metaphors, Hjelmslev; linguists rarely speak in 
metaphors, they are men of science -- and here we find in Hjelmslev, 
this very beautiful metaphor: forms and contents which are correlative 
notions internal to language, cast their net — then the net, c is a form 
of substance -- over matter. [Pause] [ The quotation that Deleuze gives 
during session 16 is: “One projects the form of expression and the 
form of content onto meaning like a stretched net casting its shadow 
on an uninterrupted surface”; see March 19, 1985] 


So I say whatever... [Deleuze is going to write on the board; he is 
looking for chalk] 


Lucien Gouty: I have, I have [He hands her a chalk] 


Deleuze: Ah, to the very last! [Pause] [12:00] So if I have my 
language system, [Pause] 


expression-content and for each, form and substance, it is a kind of net 
that is thrown on a material. [Pause] What is, what is this stuff? And 
indeed, what will he call “an expression-content substance”? 
Substance is always formed matter. So there is a matter [13:00] -- how 
to say? -- which is not without form since the linguistic net is thrown 
over a subject. When the net is thrown over a matter, that matter 
becomes substance, and matter which therefore precedes, at least from 
a logical point of view, precedes both content and expression, and 
form and substance - let's call it... -- and which nevertheless is strictly 
correlative to language, correlative to language, it is not physical 
matter. [ Break] 


And the [14:00] word used by Hjelmslev is as well: matter as sense. — 
[ Almost inaudible remarks; Deleuze is at the blackboard while 
speaking very softly to the students very close to him, hence the 
blurring of this two-minute segment] So there, precisely [inaudible 
word] I have to find the word 


[ Break] ; it is a problem of who translated Hjelmslev [Pause] 


[Inaudible remarks; Deleuze seems to be searching in a text]: [15:00] 
A "matter"... it's "matter", I believe... No, there because there would be 
no problem... I have a idea, I can only refer you to the translation 
where the translator has [inaudible words] it is in the Prolegomena 
[to a theory of language]... There is the ambiguity with “matter”; I 
dare not say that [inaudible word] 


because... but it is indeed “matter”, I believe, with the double 
meaning of matter or of “what it is about in” [16:00]... Good. 


Lucien Gouty: That's what is called "hylé", isn't it? 


Deleuze: It’s a “hylé”... yes, it’s as complicated as what Husserl calls 
“la hylé” where there are all kinds; Ah well, yes, in my opinion that 
would come close to what Husserl explains that the “hylé” passes 
through the meaning, but the importation of Husserl is not likely to 
make these things any clearer to us. Here, I remember that, I put that 


aside, this kind of equal matter x... [Recording interrupted] [16:39] 


... and I come across a contemporary linguist of [Ferdinand de] 
Saussure, Gustave Guillaume. 


[Pause] Gustave Guillaume, the first who [17:00] spoke about it, to 
my knowledge in France, was [Maurice] Merleau-Ponty at the end of 
his life; and as at the end of his life he knew well 


[Jacques] Lacan, he was very close to Lacan. I think there was a 
rivalry, each his own linguist, not a very friendly rivalry. Lacan had to 
discover Jakobson and that Merleau-Ponty, him, discovered 
Guillaume. And Guillaume, when you think about it, appears 
extraordinarily serious and to be the work among linguists of a kind of 
autodidact who does a linguistics that resembles that of nobody, and 
even now it resembles nobody. [18:00] And I told you, for those who 
want Guillaume's publications, they are both difficult to find and very 
scattered; I referred you to a book which explains a little, but which 
precisely does not say anything about what seems to me the most 
interesting, but does say a lot about Guillaume's linguistics. This is the 
book by [Edmond] Ortigues Le discours et lesymbol chez Aubier 
[1962]. There is a whole section on Guillaume's linguistics. [ On this 
subject, see sessions 16 and 17, on Guillaume and the work of 
Ortigues; see also The Time-Image, p. 342] 


What I retain from Guillaume is this. That's what Guillaume tells us -- 
and once again, it's very curious that Ortigues doesn't take it into 
account -- Guillaume, he tells us the following story -- so I would like 
you to feel how, independently of all influence, there is a common 
theme [19:00] with what we have just seen for Hjelmslev -- he tells 
us: linguistics is made up of signs. And what is the sign? Well [Pause; 
Deleuze writes on the board] the sign is the condition, the correlation, 
the one signifier, and the one signified. 


Until then, it would be Saussure. [Pause] Where this ceases to be 
Saussure is that he is going to tell us this is how, [20:00] this is how 
he himself conceives the signifier-signified relationship: the signifier is 
going to have a primacy -- and there too it's very Saussurian -- there 
will be a primacy of the signifier in the sense that the signified is an 
effect, it's an effect of the signifier, [Pause] a signified, it will therefore 
be a signified which he himself will call a "signified effect." [ Break] 


Where does this signified of effect come from? [21:00] How does the 
signifier constitute a signified? 


His answer is: you have to understand that there is a first signified — 
this is where I lost the word again... ah yes! -- there is a "signified of 
power" which must above all not be confused with the signified of 
effect. The signified of power, it is at the same time correlative of 
language — “power”, huh? he uses "power"; we are going to find 
exactly the same problem -- this signified of power, it is strictly 
correlative of [22:00] language, but it is exterior to the signifier and 
to the signified of effect. He is even first; it is he who makes language 
possible. For what ? Because the signifier will be a point of view. The 
sign or the signifier is a point of view on the signified of power. 


It's a bit Bergsonian, and Guillaume knew Bergson. You see, a bit like 
there are points of view on a movement or cuts on a movement. The 

signifier, it operates a cut or it imposes a [23:00] point of view, on a 

signified of power, and this is by making 


this is because it produces a signified of effect. The signified of effect 
is what the signifier produces when the signifier operates "a cut" of the 
signified of power. Which amounts to saying what? He cannot but be 
Bergsonian! The signified of power, [Pause; Deleuze writes on the 


board] it is necessarily a movement or a duration. The signifier 
[24:00] performs a cut on a movement or a duration. Making a cut or 
taking a point of view, it produces a signified effect. [ Break] 


What is this signified of power? I insist on the word “power”: it is a 
potentiality. Indeed, it is not topical in language. Language will only 
present us with signifiers or the signified. It is therefore indeed a 
signified of power which preexists language and which, at the same 
time, is as it were correlative, inseparable from language. Why do I 
insist on the word "power"? Because, see how it resonates with “the 
matter” of [25:00] 


Hjelmslev -- I'm warning you, I'm forcing things, I'm making a 
connection; you have to force them -- 


I still remain very cautious, saying: in my opinion, between 
Hjelmslev's “matter” and Guillaume's “signified power”, there is 
something in common. If you think, for example -- if only at the 
terminological level -- of the constant relationship between "matter" 


and “power” as they exist in the concept, in philosophy, since 
Aristotle. And so, it seems to me that the advantage... he would tell us, 
Guillaume could very well tell us, [26:00] the couple, the signifier 
which produces a signified, the signifier which is a point of view of a 
couple, throws its net on the signified of power. So the signified of 
power is literally a matter-movement or a duration, or a movement, 
which is of this nature, or a temporal process. 


It's unclear ! I will try to explain it to you more concretely. I just 
remember, well yes, we have, for example, a movement. He gives us 
two examples at the [27:00] level of the movement: particularization- 
generalization. [Deleuze writes on the board] These examples 
enlighten us. It is therefore a question of “movements of thought”. 
And indeed, here comes a very strange word in Guillaume, because 
the domain of the signified of power, he will call it a real 


“psycho-mechanics”. [Pause] All linguists criticize Guillaume very 
harshly for having a whole part of his work that is steeped in the 
“idealist” tradition of philosophy, and is not scientific linguistics. You 
see why. It is because of the very bizarre status of the signified of 
power which [28:00] is not language and which is, at the same time, 
is both presupposed by language and an indispensable correlate of 
language. I have movements of thought: movement of 
particularization, movement of generalization. The signifying sign 
operates cuts or points of view on this movement; the same goes for 


particularization, that is to say such a degree of generalities, such a 
degree of particularities or particularization. And it is insofar as the 
sign as signifier operates these cuts that it produces a signified of 
effect. [ Break] [29:00] 


So we saw it about the article. All the different meanings of the 
indefinite article "a" or the definite article "the" are, according to 
Guillaume, points of view on the movements of particularization and 
the movements of generalization and which, themselves, are signifieds 
of power. . 


So I say, what else interests me in this? I make a connection: there is 
the signified of power, yes, and it is also a spirit-time. [Pause] And I 
can say just as well that it is matter and that it is meaning, that it is 

meaning. That's the meaning! For what ? [30:00] 


I think back to Bergson's rare texts on language, when Bergson says: 
“but you don't start from signs at all; what happens when you speak? 
", And there he does not care 


linguistic. What happens when you speak? When you speak or when 
you listen to the other, when you speak with someone, you have to 
settle down -- no doubt that's why [indistinct word] you have to have 
a void, we'll see what a void — but you jump into an area that is 
meaning. You need landmarks, indeed. It's the signs, the sounds, 
whatever you want. You still [31:00] have to perceive them. Why 
can't I speak with someone whose language I don't know? It's because 
I have absolutely no reference point that would make me jump into 
this common domain which is meaning. When I tell you, it's never 
worth arguing; here too I feel very Bergsonian in this regard. What 
does it mean ? It means that to discuss, you have to settle in a 
common domain with the one with whom you are talking; you have to 
settle in this area. This common domain is what is called “meaning”. 
[Pause] [32:00] Meaning, this is neither right nor wrong! But if you 
don't have a minimum of "common sense" with whoever you're talking 
to, [Pause] there's no point in arguing, no place to argue. You could 
only discuss unless it amuses you to talk without saying anything. 


I will call that as well “the problem”, the meaning, the problem, the 
matter, it is the same. If you don't have a common problem, what do 
you want to talk about? It's really talking to say nothing. You will 


continue, everyone will continue their monologue. And if you've got 
the common problem, the common sense, there's no arguing there 
either. For what ? Not at all because you are of the same opinion, but 
because you are engaged in [33:00] another relationship with the 
other, of work. This is not argument; at that point, it's collaboration. 
Collaborating is not talking at all. So anyway, it's not worth discussing 
because it never takes place. [Pause] That's what's so painful about TV 
stuff. There are only people with whom will always have the same 
problems, who can always talk. [A few indistinct words] 


What to say, exactly? In our own way, we are progressing a little bit. I 
retain from Hjelmslev this very bizarre notion of “matter” 
extralinguistic and yet specific to language, [34:00] proper to 
language, a matter which would not be linguistic, but which would be 
specific to language. [ Break] 


In Guillaume, I retain the signified of power which appears in the 
same case: a matter specific to language and yet which is not in itself 
linguistic. I say: that is the meaning. 


For me, the meaning of a proposition, the meaning of a statement, is 
precisely this matter on which, or this movement, or this process on 
which the sign operates a cut or takes a point of view. So that Bergson 
tells us very well: when [35:00] you speak, you go from meaning to 
sign and not from sign to meaning. You must first settle in the 
direction to form your sentences. You form your sentences by tearing 
them from this matter; let us call it “pre-linguistic matter”, although it 
is specific to language; it is not a subject. You can only grasp it 
through the cuts of language. [ Break] 


You see what advantage Guillaume derives from this. You will tell me: 
what use is it to him? It serves him to do something fundamental 
because linguistics was oriented [36:00] in many of its authors, its 
scientific representatives, towards a conception based on oppositions, 
for example, phonematic oppositions, oppositions of phonemes . I 
understand that there were big differences. The main differences were 
in the way of conceiving the opposition. For example, it is obvious 
that a linguist like [André] Martinet does not conceive of opposition 
in the same way as a linguist like [Roman] Jakobson. But the 
opposition 


with them, and as it came from the phonologists, as it came from 


[Nikolai] Troubetskoi, as it came from the great phenomenology, the 
opposition was categorically the advantage of [37:00] language, and 
already at Saussure. And this is what he meant by the idea of 
difference, linguistic difference in Saussure, language as a system of 
difference, was opposition. 


With Guillaume, what is important is that with him, it is not the 
oppositions that will constitute the linguistic relationships; it is the 
relative positions of the sign. The sign or signs move through relative 
positions. You see why it just flows right out. [38:00] Insofar as a sign 
is a point of view on a signified of power, that is to say ona 
movement or on a process, well, a set, a category of signs will be 
defined by the relative positions of each sign. A category of signs will 
be defined by this: they have the same signified of power, but, but 
they represent different relative positions, that is to say that they 
operate different cuts or different points of view on this signified 
power. It will therefore be a whole linguistics [39:00] of “differential” 
positions, [Pause] very different from the linguistics of “oppositions”. 
[A few indistinct words] But again, in my opinion, if you remove the 
term "signified of power" as being first, you cannot maintain this 
linguistics of positions by difference with a linguistics of oppositions 
because, at this At that point, the language system closes in on itself. 
If you do not take this, or only this, into account, the system of 
language closes in on itself and can no longer be governed except by 
what? Form-substance opposition, content-expression opposition, etc. 
[40:00] 


" 


So what I call the enunciable, what is it? It is Hjelmslev's "matter", the 
"signified of power". For my part, I say indeed, that is the meaning. 
[Deleuze returns to his place] Meaning is this pre-linguistic correlate, 
proper to linguistics, proper to language, specific to language; it is the 
matter of language. Or, I could say as well, I understand the 
accusation of idealism, but I don't care. I could just as well say that it 
is the spirit, it is the spirit of language; it is a matter-movement or it is 
a spirit-duration, a spirit of temporality. [ Break] 


So what good is it to me, however vague? [41:00] The status of this 
enunciable would have to be made very clear. So what Hjelmslev calls 
"matter" and what Guillaume calls "signified of power" I call utterable. 
For what ? Because we clearly understand that the enunciable, in part, 
collects the idea of potentiality, the very word "enunciable", we clearly 
see that it is something that is not part of the enunciation, and it is 
something without which the statement would not exist. I would say 
that every statement is a point of view on the stateable, on a stateable. 


If someone says to me: “but where does the enunciable exist? I can 
say: it does not exist independently of language, but itself is not, does 
not belong to language. [42:00] 


GOOD. It is the correlate of language. [ Break] 


So much so that it served me a lot with regard to our cinema 
problems. In what sense? I said: cinema is neither language nor 
language. For what ? Because it is a set of images and signs that 
constitutes the enunciable. [Pause] Cinema is the representation of 
what can be stated. 


So it is neither a language nor a tongue. [Pause] Representation of the 
utterable, well, what does that mean? [43:00] That means: sometimes 
it's the movement-image, sometimes it's the time-image, with the 
corresponding signs. [Pause] So there will be signs of the picture- 


movement ; there will therefore not only be signs, there will be types 
of movement-images. 


Just as Guillaume distinguished between particularization and 
generalization, I was no longer interested in that because in the 
context of cinema, it didn't work. I was trying to identify the main 
types of movement-image that constituted an enunciable: the 
cinematographic enunciable. [ Break] 


And then insofar as we discovered [44:00] that there was a time- 
image very different from the movement-image, there I was trying to 
define the temporal processes that the cinema presented to us, that it 
presented to us directly without going through the movement, or 
independently of the movement. So I would say that that was the 
time-image as enunciable, that there were two enunciables, two large 
enunciables, each with their signs. I mean, with each rather their type: 
type of movement, type of temporalization and each their signs. I said, 
this is cinema. So indeed, to answer Christian after this long detour, I 
believe, in effect, that the utterable is not the same in the frame of the 
movement-image and in the frame of the time-image. [45:00] It's not 
the same at all. 


Christian: [Inaudible remarks at the start] ... because by that we can 
even radically distinguish between cinema and the novel, for 
example? 


Deleuze: Completely, radically... yes and no. 


Christian: Because if there are two types of statement, it's already 
better, I think at least for me. It gives me other possibilities to 
overcome the problem of narration. 


Deleuze: Indeed, I think that temporal processes constitute something 
that can be stated. If I go back to linguistics, I would say, well, the 
movements -- it seems weird but only at first glance 


-- the movements are above all given by the noun. [46:00] The 
movement-image is substantive, in some languages like ours, the 
substantive being the article-noun combination, while the time-image 
is something else, it is given by the verb: the processes of 
temporalization. That is to say, it is the correlate of the verb, the 
processes of temporalization, the 


“chronogenesis”, what? Whereas the movement-image gives us -- and 
there, we could create words, but that is of no use -- it gives us 
"kinostructures". 


We should distinguish, exactly as we distinguished the movement- 
image and the time-image, we can distinguish the “kinostructures” 
and the “chronogeneses”. [ On these two terms, see L’Image-Temps, p. 
343] 


So that, that would form, in effect, the enunciable which is the proper 
matter of [47:00] cinema, which is the proper object of cinema. So 
that does not prevent cinema from having a language. Yes, it is not a 
language, but it has a language, and we have seen, in fact, that there 
were cinematographic statements, that these statements could be 
mute, that is to say read and they could speak, and they could speak 
in many ways. But I believe that what will be specific to the cinema is 
that the cinema, when it produces statements, these statements are 
only cinematographic insofar as the cinema uses them to re-enlarge 
the utterable: it is i.e. it does the opposite. 


If the movement of language is to grasp the enunciable [48:00] in the 
net of statements, all the 


movement of the cinema is: to project the statements it produces in 
the form of the silent or the speaking, to project the statements that it 


produces or that it uses, to re-enlarge, to restore them to what can be 
stated, that is to say, to "reload", literally, yes, to reload the utterable, 
that is to say the set of images and signs. It would be nice, it would be 
like a counter-entropy. He would reload all the images and signs... 
Yes? 


Christian: Can we suppose, for example, forward and reverse 
movements with respect to [49:00] the enunciable and the statements. 
For example, in experimental cinema, there is a tendency which asks 
questions about what can be stated but which are not actualized by a 
statement. 


Deleuze: Absolutely; and even one can say; at that moment, it would 
be necessary to say that they have positions very close to the 
enunciable. Everything that was said in other years, about unspecified 
spaces, for example, were typically spaces of potentiality. A whole 
aspect of experimental cinema, in fact, considers space as the pure 
potentiality of an event, the event not being given. Pure potentiality of 
events, yes, empty spaces by definition or disconnected spaces are 
very close to a pure enunciable. That is to say, it is indeed the 
operation by which cinematographic statements give back something 
that can be stated. [50:00] 


So, if you like, from the point of view of logic -- then I find at the level 
of the cinema, something that interests me a lot in philosophy. What 
interested me in philosophy? 


But those are old things; these are things that I was working on a long 
time ago, like many other people. [Deleuze refers to his book Logique 
du sens (1969)] -- I was wondering: what is the meaning of a 
proposition? What is the meaning of a proposition? And me, what 
interested me to answer this question, and you will see how 
everything comes together, if you again grant me a few more minutes 
of philosophy and logic, what interested me was a whole tradition 
which begins with the Stoics and which continues throughout the 
Middle Ages, and which tells us: the meaning of a proposition, the 
meaning of a statement, this is what they call, this is what the Stoics 
already call "the expressible." [51:00] It amounts exactly to “the 
expressible”. [This part of the development corresponds to chapter, or 
"series" 3, "On the proposition", in Logic of meaning] 


So what is the expressible? On this they tell us very strange things. 
[Deleuze returns to the painting] They tell us: It is an entity, it is an 
entity that has no existence. Ah! 


well, an entity that does not exist! This is their idea: existence does 
not exhaust all entities. There are non-existing entities. Does that 
mean they are in our head? Not at all, not at all, there is something 
non-existent. There is no reason to identify the being and the existent. 


Good. What will they do ? They will make very beautiful theories in 
the Middle Ages, there will be plenty of these theories, [52:00] but 
they are as beautiful as our [indistinct word]. They will distinguish in 
the statement, they will distinguish the components of the statement. 
For example, for the Stoics, the components in the utterance are 
physical; they are phonetic. 


So that's not the point. They will distinguish the state of affairs to 
which the statement refers. 


When I say: "the snow is white", there is an object there: the snow, the 
sky. Or I say: 


"God is". So their trick -- but not for fun -- was that they felt 
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necessary to discover a [53:00] third instance. Do you see why there is 
a need for a third instance? Because otherwise there would be no 
assignable relationship between the statement and its object. The 
object has a physical or mental existence, that is to say, the imaginary 
is on the side of the object. The object has a truly physical or 
psychological existence; the statement is what you say, it is linguistic. 
Why do you want there to be any connection? And how to establish 
any relationship between linguistics and objects? How do you want to 
establish any relationship between words and things? This is their 
problem. And their [54:00] 


answers? Well, [indistinct word] there too, see how it's not worth 
arguing. 


You can very well say: the problem is badly posed! You can very well 
say: the problem must not be posed like that. 


If you agree to pose the problem like that, well, “statements” are 
systems of words. They have a referent: the object. This referent will 
be called “the designated” or the referent. 


Anything, there are a thousand words. And how do you want, what 


relationship? Designation, what makes designation possible? That is to 
say the fact that a statement is related to an object or a state of affairs. 
If you accept the problem posed like that, [55:00] then you are 
concerned by these authors, you are ready to listen to them. If you are 
not concerned, you say: it is not for me. And this is what they tell us, 
they tell us, well, there is a third instance. You feel good that the third 
instance will import bring [Pause] 


[words indistinct]. [Pause] [On the third instance, see Logic of 
Meaning, series 6, “On putting in series” ] 


This third instance, they will call it “the expressible”, that is to say the 
meaning. [ Break] 


Why not the meaning? It's that meaning, that doesn't work either -- 
here I didn't want to say it, I'm saying it very quickly -- meaning, it's 
easy to define at the level [56:00] of the concepts that match the 
words. The expressible or the meaning is something other than logical 
concepts. So what is this, this expressible or this meaning? So there, 
they're very embarrassed because they're going to try to make us feel 
-- it's such a new notion, each time there's a new notion, there's a need 
for a... -- they're going to say: well, it is the expressible of the 
proposition "God is", what is it? It is “God [dash] being” or “God 
being”. [57:00] They sometimes use the infinitive, sometimes the 
participle. In my opinion, it is necessary to add a question mark to it 
because they will say that the statement "God is" and the statement 
"God is not" have strictly the same "expressible", namely, the God 
being or the being of God. [ Break] 


The expression of “snow is white” is: “snow to be white”. [ Break ; a 
few indistinct words] You only see a tip, [58:00] at the moment, 
terminology. They feel the need to give the expressible a formulation 
different from that of the statement. 


Hence their use of the infinitive or participial form. What do they 
mean, then? They mean: here, the expressible, it is a very bizarre 
entity, it is not an object, it is not a concept. It really is the word 
entity that is appropriate. It is a very odd entity because it is both the 
expressible of the proposition, and in this sense, it refers to the 
proposition, and on the other hand, it is the "logical" attribute of the 
thing. or the state of affairs. [ Break ; Deleuze returns to his place] 
[59:00] That is to say, a thing does not only have physical qualities, it 
has logical attributes. So much so that the expressible has a reverse 
side and a front side. On the one hand, it is a logical attribute of the 
state of affairs which must not be confused with its physical qualities; 


on the other hand, it is the expressible of the proposition which must 
not be confused with the elements of 
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the proposition nor with the concepts that the proposition involves... 
[Recording interrupted] [59:48] 


Part 2 


... Yes, all that is not clear, no, it is not clear. It is this third instance 
that is very, very [60:00] curious. But you see that, if this third 
instance exists, if we manage to give it consistency, they will say, it is 
they who will launch the great theme: it does not exist, but it “insists”. 
They will distinguish between "existere" - they write in Latin - and 
"insistere" or 


"like". Entities are insistences: they are not existences. It “insists”, it 
does not exist. What do they mean? It is the expressible of the 
proposition: it is the logical attribute of the state of things. It is 
through them that propositions can designate things. 


Well, all right, but then what is it, apart from [61:00] these stupid 
formulations, "God-being" which would be the expressible of the two 
statements, "God is", "God is not”? I say: we have no choice. Finally, 
perhaps one thing among others is the problem that is never explicitly 
given, to which both respond, or in relation to which the two 
statements "God is" and "God is not », are the four solutions, [Pause] 
it's a way of, it's a way of saying it better. Because I mean at that 
moment, the problem, you understand, is not the same thing as a 
question. You can always ask someone, there, as we did to Sartre 
when he got off a plane [62:00]: Does God exist? [Laughs] Okay, so 


[Laughs], we answer... understand, what... If someone says to me: 
"what time is it? ", it's a question. You notice that the question, it is in 
this case strictly duplicated from the proposition. It's two o'clock or it's 
x o'clock, and you can abstract the question "what time is it?" which is 
valid for any hour. Same question, she's... [Recording paused] 
[1:02:44] 


... You answer immediately what, if you are the least in the world 
reasonable? Or, you say "I don't know", that's the best way to end it. In 
any case, I resume my theme, there is no need to discuss. We are not 
going to discuss [63:00] to know if God exists or if God does not exist. 
The only possible answer if we say "Does God exist?" " Or 


“Do you believe in God? is “tell me in what sense you take the word 
“God” and I will answer you right away. Because if someone says to 
me "I take it in the sense of: being an all-powerful bearded old man", I 
answer "God does not exist". Good. If someone says to me: "I take it in 
the sense of [Laughs ] nature, Deus Sive Natura, and if my name is 
Spinoza, I say ‘yes, God exists”. it would be to say, when he says to 


you “does God exist?”, it would be to say: in what sense does he take 
God? 


But the sense in which it takes God, what is it? This is the problem he 
poses, but which he does not state, the problem he poses when he 
says, when he asks the question: "Does God exist?" ". When I ask the 
question "Does God exist?" I didn't say what issue I was dealing with 
at all. It is absolutely not said. The problems, they are never said. For 
what ? Because in my opinion, they are not sayable. It's never a 
proposal. 


And that, I believe that, then there, I skip everything, I jump suddenly 
from philosophy to science. This is why science is very exciting 
because even science cannot state its problems. I would say 
mathematics, in a way, [65:00] is the art of 
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solve problems that will never be stated or at least that will be stated 
each time, only with new symbolic creations. Create your symbols. If 
you even want to give the idea of the problem you are posing, you 
have to create your symbols. 


So you see, all I want, all that, is a way of saying, well yes: this notion 
of meaning or matter, the enunciable, the expressible, in fact, it does 
not come down to a state of things, nor to propositions, but on the 
other hand, it explains that the propositions relate to states of things. 
You are told, once again, “what time is it? ". There, there is no 
possible discussion so you can answer quietly. First of all, it's polite, 
it's part of social life: you answer [66:00] if you know it, and it doesn't 
commit you to anything. But there is nevertheless a problem, there is 
a problem at the same level. First the one who asks you “what time is 
it? he obviously has a problem. There's a problem he's not telling you. 
He could tell you, but you're not interested. It means, he has a reason 
to ask "what time is it?" and this reason is extraordinarily variable. It 
resonates with the response. That's to say, 


"it's 5 o'clock" can be a death sentence. Well, we understand that 5 
hours is a death sentence. It can be the stake of a love, a missed 
appointment, etc. Well, all that is trouble, [67:00] huh? 


So I say the meaning, that's it. Finally for me, the meaning is that. So 
all cinema, in this way, I would say "but no", and that's all I tried to 
say in the end. Of course, the cinematographic image presents us with 


states of affairs. But that is not how it is a cinematographic image: 
everything presents states of things to us, every image, painting, 
photography, etc. That's not, that's not what matters. And what 
matters is that, if I can assimilate to statements everything that 
presents states of affairs to me, that is to say any image, let's say, 
[Pause] it doesn't yet tell me what to what does the image [68:00] 
reflect to me that is deeper than the state of affairs, or, if you like, 
what is in the image that is not representative of a state of affairs . 
What is there in the image that is not representative of a state of 
affairs? It is the image that expresses. It is the image qua expression, 
that is to say qua it expresses something expressible and no longer qua 
it designates a state of things. Well, what can be expressed in cinema 
is the movement-image, it's the time-image. 


So that's why I indeed felt so different, so distant from any linguistic 
critique. 


Since for me, all cinema is established at the level of this instance 
which, literally, does not exist, the movement-image, the time-image. I 
mean: it's "insistences", it's not existences, good. [69:00] It is, indeed, 
then, it is fully... I would like you to just feel that we have just added, 
we are coming to make a very, very vague whole between the "matter" 
of Hjelmslev , the “signified of power” of William, and the 
“expressible” of the Stoics and of the Middle Ages. In addition, we 
added some with the notion of "problem" since they do not speak of 
the problem directly. All that good, but by movement-image, time- 
image, you mean precisely this "signified of power", or this "meaning", 
or this "matter" which, as a process of temporalization, a process of 
temporalization, or in as a structure of [70:00] 


movement, is in my opinion only given by the cinema. [Pause] It is 
only given directly by the cinema. There you have it. 


So on top of that, that indeed: in what type of statement? By what 
type of statement will it be expressed? I would say, it depends. Indeed, 
for me, it seemed to me that the movement-image 
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found its statement, as something that could be stated or expressed, 
the movement-image referred to a kind of interior monologue 
extended to the limits of the world and that is why the cinema says 


“classic” was in the type of the interior monologue, in the model of 


the interior monologue, not interior monologue [71:00] in the head of 
a character, but interior monologue of the spectator, and we had seen 
everything [Sergei] Eisenstein in this regard. I would say that with the 
time-image, for me the interior monologue, it does not account for the 
time-image. It gives a good account of the movement of thought; it 
does not account for the processes of temporalization. 


That's why, whereas in fact, I had attached particular importance, 
especially last year, to free indirect speech as different from interior 
monologue because free indirect speech seemed to me much more 
[Pause] adequate, grasp the processes of temporalization as the 
interior monologue. And I had other reasons, namely the effective 
presence of free indirect discourse throughout modern [72:00] cinema 
in forms, in very, very diverse forms, where there was a complete 
break in the interior monologue in favor of a free indirect discourse 
which has figures, but extremely different figures. 


I remind you of a figure that we tried to grasp, for example in 
experimental cinema, a certain type of experimental cinema in [Jean] 
Rouch and in [Pierre] Perrault. [See session 23 on this subject] It 
seems striking to me, either, when Perrault says "Me as a filmmaker, I 
need an intercessor", that is to say: I have need that it is not me who 
invents the fiction and that it is my character, or only can invent a 
fiction, a real character. I mean a fictional character assumes the 
fiction invented by the author. So fools say, 


[73:00] consequently, Perrault, he is not the, he is not really the 
author of his films. It is very misunderstanding, it is very 
misunderstanding that he needs an intercessor. For what ? Precisely 
because he needs the fiction to be born inside the film. Well, the 
Tremblay family, the famous Perrault family, finally he employs 
others, the Tremblay family from Quebec, they play the role of 
intercessor in Perrault's film. And why do we need an intercessor? And 
why does the Tremblay family need Perrault as much as Perrault 
needs an intercessor? 


This is one of the reasons why there is free indirect speech. It is a 
people of minorities, a people of minorities. 


What does that mean ? [74:00] Well, that means, it's the same thing. 
We can say: it is a colonized or formerly colonized people. It's 
common to all Third World cinema, good. Quebecers, they consider 
that they are part of the Third World. So why do they need this 
formula? Well, yes, all scripted fiction is a colonizer myth. 


Notice, think in South America, [Glauber] Rocha, a very great author 
like Rocha, he starts from the same conclusion: any pre-established 
myth is a myth of the colonizer, including the myth of the great 
bandit, including the myth of the prophet . [ On Rocha, see L’Image- 
Temps, pp. 


289-290] The people must construct their own myths. If we tell him, 
but the myth of the bandit, it is the people who built it [75:00], he 
answers, no, he built it. But it is a myth that already has no meaning 
in the age of cinema and in the modern age. It is an emptied myth 
which has therefore passed to the side of the colonizer. It is an 
exhausted myth. The people must rediscover or reinvent their own 
myths. 


But what does reinventing your own myths mean? That means that 
there have to be real characters in the film who start fantasizing. This 
is what I called "act of 
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storytelling”. The fiction must come from them. At that point, no 
doubt, this fiction will at the same time be a memory, a memory of a 
past where these people were in other conditions. 


Was he really in other conditions? Memory and storytelling, all the 
transitions you want. [76:00] Good, and you have a real author- 
character couple who fantasizes. You do not have and you must not 
have prior storytelling. If Perrault is a great filmmaker, it is because 
he gives himself to the Tremblay family as an intercessor. 


I mean by that: the Tremblays are no less indispensable to Perrault 
than Perrault is indispensable to the Tremblays. For what ? Because 
between them, they are necessary to constitute a free indirect 
discourse. -- Do you remember what free indirect speech is? I repeat to 
you: it is an enunciation taken in an utterance which depends on 
another subject of enunciation. [77:00] -- The Tremblay family says, 
for example, with their Quebec accent, we have to find a way out of it 
like our grandfathers knew how to do when they were fishing for 
porpoises. [ See The Time-Image, pp. 290-291] It must be the 
Tremblay family who says so. You tell me, it can be a pre-established 
fiction, okay, we make the Tremblay family say that! Nothing at all, 
because at that time she is not going to reinvent the myth of the 
porpoise and porpoise fishing. She has to reinvent that, and that in 
modern conditions. So the enunciation of the Tremblay family takes 


place in a statement that depends on another subject of enunciation; 
the other subject of enunciation is Perrault. I was saying, Perrault, 
what is he doing? He makes the free indirect speech of Quebec. 
[78:00] 


Glauber Rocha -- the methods are to give you an idea of the variety of 
free indirect discourse -- what does he do? Radical criticism of the 
colonizer myths, including the myth of the bandit-savior and the 
prophet. "The Devil", and I don't remember what, "the black God", no, 
the black God, the black God and the white, blond, white Devil? 
White. The White Devil, huh? 


[ Brouhaha around the "White Devil"; the title is "The Black God and 
the Blond Devil" (1964)] Et ou c'est blanc, blond? White. 


Christian: White? Yes, but in any case, it's a bit complicated in the 
translation... 


Deleuze: In any case, these are the two main characters that Rocha 
will use, namely, the bandit and the, and the... [79:00] and the 
prophet, well, who nevertheless seem to be popular myths. 


But he tells us: these are myths that have become dangerous because 
they have been emptied, emptied of their substance. 


This is not what will put the Brazilian diet in play. And then it turns 
out — how to say? — he finds himself stuck in his own way. How to 
make the people invent new myths? 


This is what he calls the “cinema of agitation”. The cinema of 
agitation in Rocha is very different, it is an Eisensteinian formula. It is 
very, very different from the cinema of Eisenstein. 


[ Pause] 


And Rocha's formula until his exile, it's going to be -- and it's going to 
be fantastic cinema -- it's going to be: putting everything into a trance, 
putting everything into a trance, [80:00] that is to say translate 
violence, immediately translate capitalist violence into popular 
violence, popular violence being exercised not only against capitalism, 
but above all against the people themselves. Mix all this violence, 
create a fabric of violence, of trances. Rediscovering the state of trance 
in the idea that it will perhaps in turn generate a revolutionary 
motive, that will be the cinema 
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unrest at La Rocha. I would say that he, too, makes the free indirect 
speech of his people. 


[ Pause] 


And the last example that I took, there again, it's another case of free 
indirect discourse, it was Rouch -- no, I took still many others -- in 
Rouch, it's completely different again since his first subjects of 
enunciation are: "Me Jean [81:00] 


Rouch, how am I going to be able to get out of my rotten civilization”. 
Jean Rouch, I don't know where Jean Rouch comes from, but you just 
have to see him to see that he's a, that he's a... more of the grand 
bourgeois type than a prole, huh? Well, Rouch's strength is that he 
can't stand this civilization, well. How to get out? So there are 
several... there too it is a problem, there are several solutions. We 
could tell him, well, commit to the PC. [Laughs] He thinks rightly or 
wrongly that it doesn't answer his problem. For him, getting out of it 
means getting out of there, going to Africa. Good, very good. That is, 
how to become black? "I a black" [1958]. The "Me a black", [82:00] 
does not only refer to the character of Rouch, it refers to Rouch 
himself. I would say the enunciable of Rouch's statement is: me, 
becoming black. 


However, it does not turn black, no it does not turn black. He goes a 
long way. What's better? What do you want to do better than go a 
long way? And on what condition is it good to go a long way? AT 


provided that the other goes a long way! It's starting to go a long way. 
And what is the other? It is the Black and it is the Black engaged in a 
strange becoming. Namely, what do all Third World cinemas have in 
common? The authors of the Third World explain it very well when 
they tell us: this is why you cannot understand what we are. That's 
why we... I'm not talking about you, for those who are [83:00] Third 
World, and who are able to understand, but, good me, what makes me 
have so much difficulty supporting or grasping a film by Rocha or a 
film by [Philippe de] 


Broca? The difficulty for us comes essentially from this: it is precisely 
the meaning, namely the problem to which these films respond and 
that these films suppose, partly escapes us. Namely, what is one of the 
givens of the problem? Because there are problem data which are not 
necessarily given, which are difficult to find. 


It's like the immediate givens in Bergson, the immediate givens, they 
are neither immediate nor given. Nevertheless, he has every reason to 
call them immediate data. The data of a problem, they are not given! 
And what are the data of the problem for the Third World? It is the 
existence of a market that is invaded by series B 


American [84:00] and blockbuster, or Filipino, or karate movies or 
Indian movies. I'm talking about commercial Indian films, big 
production. This big production, well, it holds the market. Everyone 
says it, it also holds North Africa well. There was also a moment of big 
Egyptian production, big Egyptian commercial production for the 
Arab world, etc. -- I've always wanted to see if there are any in the... 
I've never... I've never... but there are cinemas in Paris that show these 
commercial films for Arabs and the poor; I wanted to see how this 
production was. -- Rocha explains a lot of that, and Broca also for the 
Philippines. We absolutely cannot even understand what they want to 
do, authors like Rocha [85:00] and like Broca, if we do not take into 
account 
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that, namely that they are addressed to a people, what I call “a people 
who are missing”, that is to say a people who are literally stuffed with 
this cinema. 


So what are they going to do? It is for them to do a funny business. It's 
not about flanking films by... So it's a relatively educated audience 
because B series 


American, they are very, very well made. And that's why it's always 
surprised me that great filmmakers, Third World filmmakers, even 
when they're not great, they have extraordinary knowledge. But I say 
to myself but, it is terrible and I had a feeling like making a criticism 
of it. I said to myself, that's not good, they already know, but all the 
tricks of the latest Godard. They know all... all the... all... all the... I 
don't know what... the techniques, [86:00] they used... it's much easier 
to understand. You have to say to yourself, in fact, they are already... 
Because for them, what is it about? It's not subjective; it's not a very 
good word, huh, but it's a matter of turning the cinema their audience 
is stuffed upside down in order to draw something from it, to draw 
statements of a new type from it, to create new myths, to call for a 
new type of storytelling. 


So I come back to Rouch, good. "Me a black", it means: "me Jean 


Rouch, how to become black? “But it is aimed at an audience, 
therefore stuffed, in Africa too, with American B series. So it is 
addressed to blacks, one of whom -- you remember, in "Me, a black" in 
this sublime film -- one of whom, I'm not saying gets caught; [87:00] 
let's say, for convenience, falls prey to an American becoming-federal 
agent, that is to say, takes himself for Lemmy Caution, whose other, 
the little whore from Treichville [a district of Abidjan ], takes herself 
for Dorothy Lamour, that is to say, two becomings intersect: the 
becoming, the becoming-black of Rouch and the becoming for fun, the 
becoming-white of the Blacks, of the Blacks of Abidjan who play , if 
you will, to be Dorothy Lamour or Lemmy Caution, just like other 
blacks -- not exactly -- play at becoming-panther, becoming-lion. 
[88:00] The becoming-Dorothy Lamour of the little prostitute is not 
so, so different from the becoming of which the same Jean Rouch 
speaks to us in "Les maitres fous" [1955] where it is a question, this 
time, great African myths, but of which one could say exactly as I was 
saying for Rocha earlier, they were African myths, yes of course, but 
they are empty today. 


So you see, this double becoming that allows me to say, but Jean 
Rouch, in all his work, he holds the free indirect discourse of Africa. 
He absolutely needs... that's why, when he says -- you understand, 
when we take him seriously -- when Jean Rouch says: "I don't have 
any imagination so it's for that's what I let my characters invent”, it 
comes down to saying very, very politely — because [89:00] Jean 
Rouch is very polite, I think —- it comes down to saying very politely, 
you're pissing me off. You are annoying me with your questions. You 
did not understand anything, that means! You didn't understand 
anything! It is exactly like Perrault; it's not because it lacks 
imagination, it's because otherwise their cinema doesn't work. 


And then, of course, it is not necessarily so-called “experienced” 
cinema, or so-called “cinema verité”. I was telling you in a completely 
different way, composition filmmakers like [Robert] Bresson and like 
[Eric] Rohmer also make and hold a free indirect discourse. And all 
the sound research today, which was talked about extensively at the 
end of this year, is the statements of free indirect speech since you've 
seen in the cinema, or very rarely except in the ordinary cinema, you 


haven't more reducible statements, [90:00] reducible to simple 
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interior monologue. So, I insist a lot on, in fact, the time-image, I 


believe, passes through, and the processes of temporalization, pass 
through these becomings involved in free indirect discourse. While the 
movement-image could refer to the great circle and the great 
circulation of an interior monologue. Whereas there, there is a 
breaking of the totality, to the benefit of the processes of becoming, of 
the processes of temporalization which means that the time-image 
calls for another type of statement than the movement-image. [Pause] 
- Yeah, how are you? - [ Break] 


And what strikes me in the same [91:00] sense, one could ask oneself 
-- we didn't do that this year -- one could indeed ask oneself, what has 
changed? Just as we looked for the difference between the so-called 
classic image of the modern image, we could look for the differences 
between classic political cinema and modern political cinema. It seems 
certain to me that, yes, there is an obvious change which means that 
the only political cinema today, apart once again from the Straubs and 
[Alain] Resnais, political cinema today has left the West of North 
America and moved into the Third World. But it took a profound 
change in political cinema, so much so that in the political image in 
cinema, we would find exactly the differences comparable to those we 
found between the movement-image and the time-image. Yeah. 
[Pause] [92:00] 


Does anyone want to...? [Pause] What bothers me is what I will do 
next year. Finally yes, it will be less... less... Those who will be there 
next year, huh, I'm not going to continue the cinema unless you find 
me some... unless you find subjects... I don't quite know how... we'll 
see. Good. There is nothing else ? [Pause] I mean even... Me, what I 
would have liked is criticism, criticism in the sense of, there you go, 
there's this that we completely forgot, [93:00] we didn't talk at all. I'm 
thinking of next year. I could work on it during the holidays, which 
would seem like huge holes to you, I mean, things that you would 
have to come back to more seriously. 


Lucien Gouty: [Inaudible]... Mieli's novel... 
Deleuze: On Mieli, Mieli's novel, ah yes...yes...yes... 
Gouty: We can fabulate with that and then... 


Deleuze: Notice next year, I was thinking of doing something because, 
indeed... 


What time is it ? 


Gouty: It's five to twelve. 


Deleuze: Until now since I've been at Paris 8, and it's very normal, I've 
changed the subject every year. And I didn't have much merit in it 
since I never lectured on work that I had already done; I always 
lectured on work I was on. So [94:00] 


for me, classes and work were reconciled, reconciled perfectly. And 
that allowed me to change the subject. So it was good, it was good for 
me because the test of a course does not forgive. It makes you see, for 
the person doing the course, it makes you see what's missing, what 
holds up, what doesn't hold up. There is a test of the course that is 
unforgivable, unforgivable. So good! 
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But now next year, on the one hand, next year, I can't, I need a calm 
year because I would like, I would like to arrive at what for me is the 
supreme subject of my life would be to give a course on: what is 
philosophy? So this course of which I dream I am, I do not feel able to 
do it next year. I need a year, [95:00] I need a year of work. Maybe 
two years. So I'm stuck for next year, you know? I'm stuck so well, 
that at the limit, I would conceive next year a year on the form almost 
on demand, where we would do separate sessions. So indeed, for 
example, you would say to me -- even if it means announcing the 
screenings before -- you would say to me "in a fortnight, do what it 
takes for us to see Mieli's novel". At that time we would do a session 
on Mieli. Or someone would say to me, he told me: “you spoke of 
oppositions in Aristotle; can we do a session on the opposition? On 
problems on the notion of opposition”. We would do that. 


Raymonde Carasco: We could do something about time, and precisely 
how to think of time as fragmentary, that is to say “the untimely”, 
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“the untimely”, “the internal”... 


Deleuze: So you are right [96:00] because, indeed, it joins a theme 
where I was very, very fast! The year took us by surprise, but I never 
finish what I announce. First, it would bring bad luck, and then, I 
announced that we would go much further in [Mauritius] 


Blanchot, in Blanchot and in [Michel] Foucault. So, indeed, because 
next year 


[Deleuze coughs], no, I would understand that if some of them come 
back next year. Couldn't we come up with something like this? Where 
it would be for a year not a course followed, I need for a year to get 


out of this, these too many sessions, which finally seem almost 
unhealthy to me because for you and for me, they seem too much, too 
exasperated what, too... too... I don't know what to say... something... 
it's three o'clock, three o'clock. I sometimes wonder how you hold up! 
[97:00] Because it's not easy to sleep either, it's not good conditions, 
so how do you hold out for three hours? 


I don't know how I keep the three hours. I don't know how you are 
holding up. I think it's as tiring for you as it is for me. But I find that... 
there is something hard. 


I mean, there's something great about what we're doing there, about 
the whole thing we're building, but there's also something too hard, 
too much... I don't know. On the other hand, not to teach, I do not 
conceive it. I mean, doing sessions like today on issues like that. 


So it would be a solution perhaps to proceed with the request, perhaps 
that would break -- there are obviously too many people -- we would 
be all year round as is there, the number, the number that we are , we 
could work so much better, that would be great! [98:00] [Deleuze 
lowers his voice and speaks for a few moments, inaudible remarks] 
But at that moment, in fact, what bothers me a bit would be the 
extreme diversity of the subjects. And even then it might be possible, 
they would overlap. [Pause] I would like those who intend to come 
back next year to think a little about a solution, which would in any 
case no longer be for a year, which would no longer be that of courses 
such as I have facts so far. 


A student: [Inaudible] ... you've already done a lot of work on 
bringing together philosophy and other fields, and this year's course 
[99:00] on cinema was good, and there may still be a course to do 
next year on the relationship between cinema and the visual arts, and 
the reasons... [Indistinct remarks] 
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Deleuze: You're right, only there it is, it's annoying. I did it because 
when there are and I'm not going to repeat because it's impossible to 
repeat a course, it's not possible. I mean, four years ago I did a whole 
semester on color and painting. [The seminar in the spring of 1981] 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Yeah, yeah, so would I be able to, so that obviously didn't 


exhaust the subject, but [100:00] going back to the theory of color, I 
can't do that, because I I already did. And what interests me in 
painting is the color and, no, I can't go back to all that. It's done. 
[Pause] I say to myself, this is my joy; we did a lot all the same, here 
again it's not just thanks to me, it's thanks to you too. But you 
understand me, what actually interests me is talking about color, well, 
I did that for a semester. I can not anymore. Yet it would interest me, 
it would interest me, but I can't because of... I'm sure that even here 
there are about ten of them who were already there for quite a while. 


Robert Albouker: [Inaudible remarks] ... movement-image, time-image 
what we had done on Bacon [101:00] and on the Figure to resume... 


Deleuze: To resume in general or over a period, yes. 


Robert Albouker: ...on the Baroque, on the rupture of the Baroque, on 
the landscape in painting... 


Deleuze: Yeah, but I'm going to be stuck, you know, I'm going to be 
stuck, Robert, because I'm capable of doing it, something like what 
you're saying... I react right away, I'm not able to do so only by taking 
as an idea, as a fundamental theme to make the movement 
understood. If I don't talk about color in painting, I can only talk 
about light. And the light, I have talked about it so much. Obviously 
that... But that would no longer be on the level, that doesn't give me a 
continuous subject. It's easier to do two sessions next year where I'll 
try to bring together everything we've seen on the light because we've 
talked about it often. And I feel like [102:00] we never got it, we 
didn't get it together. We don't have... and the problem of light, in 
fact, it is also fundamentally pictorial, cinematographic, it is 
philosophical, because how, there, would that allow me to come back 
to this whole theme of light which is, which in my opinion defines the 
philosophy of the 17th century. It is not by chance that they 
constantly use the term light. The light of evidence, they use the clear 
and distinct idea, you understand. It is an optical philosophy. 


So that would be excellent, that would make us... Yes, you've given 
me a good idea there; these are the kinds of ideas I need. Yeah. It 
makes us a group, yes, to resume the cinema. Me in everything I've 
done on the cinema for two or three years, what almost, of the things I 
care about the most, is the difference between German light and 
French light. That, I found that very... I found that very, very good. 
[103:00] I thought it worked, it was true. The French have never had 
the sense -- and I pay them a compliment -- never had the sense of the 
struggle between light and night. They have always had the sense of a 


circulation of solar light and moon light. Who is it... I saw, ah well 
yes! In Liberation, in the page on 
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[Pierre] Tal-Coat which for once was not filthy, the page on the death 
of Tal-Coat [ le 12 


June 1985] where there were extremely beautiful statements by Tal- 

Coat about his absolute ignorance of shadow and the way he said: all 
Renaissance painting is about shadow problems, they don't catch the 

light only in relation to shadow. And me, I am a painter of pure light, 
I have never understood shadow. 


And it seems to me then but very, very, very... it could, I said to 
myself... and yet there is no resemblance between Tal-Coat and 
[Robert] Delaunay, [104:00] but it could be signed Delaunay that. 
Delaunay too he knows, simply -- unlike Tal-Coat who only knows one 
light, this is not a reproach -- Delaunay knows two lights. He knows 
the light of the sun and the light of the moon, and everything, 
everything comes into rhythm from there. But if you want, it's also 
true of French cinema, that's what strikes me, that's what strikes me 
enormously. If you take a guy like [Jean] Grémillon whose lights are 
splendid. I understand the opposition of the entire French school to 
Expressionism. 


Robert Albouker: [Inaudible] 
Deluze: What? 


Robert Albouker: [Inaudible; answer on French painting: question on 
light without diagram] [105:00] 


Deleuze: You are right. 
Robert Albouker: [Inaudible] 
Deleuze: You are right. 
Robert Albouker: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: You are right. [Pause] But that's very good, yes, but there 
then, it would fit more into the somewhat fragmented method where 
we would give ourselves a theme for two weeks. But I wouldn't be 
surprised if this method could be interesting because, in my opinion, 


we will realize that the themes themselves, and it will not be 
prepared, in this sense, that the themes come together, come together 
very... There's music too, there's music stuff, only music then with 
Pascale [Criton], so that dates from a very long time ago; we were still 
at Vincennes. There are things that I would like to take back to the 
music. 


Student: There is light in music. [106:00] 
Deluze: What? 


Student: Is there light in music? 


21 


Deleuze: Light, so yes, yes there is something light, oh yes. Well, those 
who intend to come back, during your holidays in your spare time, 
you dream of something to break a little with the style of classes that I 
have been doing for, for 10 years, 15 years. 


Georges Comtesse: There is a problem... 
Deluze: Yes? 


Countess: We would talk about it for two sessions... [Inaudible 
remarks] a correspondence between the very singular expectation of 
[107:00] language such as one encounters it in certain writings of 
Maurice Blanchot, very singular because it is necessary mark this 
singular, the singularity of this language. I am thinking in particular of 
La part du feu [1949], I have recently seen absolutely extraordinary 
texts which are singular [a few indistinct words], and then precisely 
this thought of language and then the series of four films by 
Syberberg. 


Deluze: Yes! Yes, as we will not have said a word about Syberberg, we 
will see next year, we will do a little session on Syberberg. So there 
with the music it will be, do you know Pascale? 


Pascale Criton : Non. [108 :00] 
Deleuze: No, do you know “Parsifal”? 
Crito: [inaudible] 


Deleuze: No, no, the music and the libretto, do you know that well? 


Well, it wouldn't take you, it wouldn't take you long to... because it 
would still be something... yeah you're right. We could come back 
to... that would make us an ensemble, if only for the music question... 


Countess: About “Parsifal”, Syberberg says himself, defines cinema as 
the music of life. 


Deleuze: Yeah...yeah...yeah. 


Countess: [Inaudible remarks] It reflects Deleuze's thought: We should 
see if there weren't the same type of formula, you're right, to say that 
all the formulas are... [Interruption of the recording] [1 :48:48] 


Part 3 


... the same as in the cinema, especially since there is the text of 
Change which interests me a lot, which was translated in Change on 
irrationalism. [109:00] So it's good, indeed, because in this method, I 
say to myself, all of a sudden, we could then take advantage of 
Syberberg's text on the irrational and irrationalism -- which seems to 
me to be something very misunderstood today, irrationalism -- it's a 
beautiful text on irrationalism, that of Syberberg. [Deleuze 
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refers to this text in L’Image-Temps, p. 352, note 17, an article “The 
art that saves from German misery” Change 37] So we do a session or 
two on the irrational and irrationalism in philosophy. Is there a 
tradition of irrationalism that could be linked to Syberberg? We could 
proceed like this. 


A student: Me, I have a little personal desire... is it out of the question 
to do a session on another theme that was imposed elsewhere, namely 
the desire of young readers of Nietzsche? 


Deleuze: Well, yes! I was thinking, I was thinking next year, I was 
thinking next year split into two since there's supposedly two sessions 
-- at least split into two semesters -- 


only there is one thing that I have really wanted to do for [110:00] 
years: it is with you, to do in class, a commentary on the last book of 
Zarathustra, not of all Zarathustra, but of the last book which seems to 
me to be one of the most beautiful things that has ever been written, 
and there to make a comment where you should read the text at the 
same time as me. 


It could take us a semester, and then the other semester, we would do 
this process and then within the framework of a plan of book four of 
Zarathustra, we could very well ask questions as matter, absolutely... 


Christian: And me too, I would also like, if you don't mind, to talk a 
little, to come back to what you call... the third synthesis of time 
and... 


Deluze: Yes! 


Christian: ...and especially because there are things where you speak 
[111:00] of the order of time and the series of time, but the whole of 
time, this action which is, let's say, adequate to the whole time, that's 
something that interests me. 


Deleuze: Yes, yes, like everyone else, we are all making progress, I 
have made progress since that book you refer to. [It is definitely about 
Difference and Repetition (1968)] There, this year, we can give an 
answer to this question: it is the act of storytelling, I would say, "this 
action too big for me", c is the act of storytelling, because the act of 
storytelling is constitutive of a people. [With this "action", Deleuze 
also refers to Difference and Repetition, notably pp.120-121] This is 
what I tried to recall there about Third World cinema: the act of 
storytelling, it is the constitutive act of a people; storytelling is the 
function of the poor, storytelling taken as the function of the poor or 
as the function of the damned. So obviously, [112:00] in this sense, it 
breaks with the image of classic political cinema, but if the story- 
telling function is the function of the poor, the act of story-telling, as 
we have it said, it is precisely "this action is too big for me". We can 
see it very clearly even at the level of Quebec, this action is too great 
for me, for the English, for Quebecers, in the Third World somewhere, 
to invent a people, it is too great an action, it is a action too great. 
That if we talk about the idea: the peoples of Latin America have to be 
"reinvented" or rather must reinvent themselves, the African peoples 
must reinvent themselves, that's it. If we start from this idea which is 
definitive and seems to be part of the definition of the Third World, it 
is obvious that this is the type of action of which everyone [113:00] 
can say: "this action is too great for me”. [ The following discussion 
corresponds to the remarks in section 3 of chapter 8 in L’Image- 
Temps, in particular pp. 285-291] 
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Christian: But are there actions that are not acts of storytelling that we 
can consider like that? Because I understand that for you, it was 
necessary to make the distinction between action cinema and 
everything that becomes of action... 


Deleuze: Yeah, there has to be some action; yes, I am of this opinion, 

yes then what type of action? Yes, but that should not be exaggerated 
since any revolutionary movement is today in the condition of saying 
“what type of action? ". It is to say there that one can say; 


“this action is too big for me”, since we cannot know it. She is looking 
for herself because at one time, Enver Hoxha, for example, believed, 
believed at one time, until a certain time, in the possibility of this type 
of action, until the death of [Che] Guevara , [114:00] and then in a 
way, Latin America continues these modes of action. It is certain that 
she is looking for others too, but no one will find them, they will 
invent themselves collectively. It is the very beautiful formula of 
Perrault “how to invent a people that already exists? ". [ On this 
subject, see The Time-Image, p. 290] 


We can also say either the very beautiful formula of Paul Klee and 
which for me marks a turning point, and I mean which would define 
political cinema very well. He says: "the Great Work", 


"the Great Work in painting" -- he speaks very well of the "Great Work" 
and it is after the Soviet revolution -- he says "the Great Work in 
painting, I see very well what it must be, and I I even started 
sketching parts of it. But [115:00] none of us can do the All" -- that is, 
no painter, no artist can do the All -- "we need a force that carries us, 
but this force we still miss: it's the people! [The quotation, which 
Deleuze gives in L’Image-Temp, p. 283, note 41, of Klee's text, Uber 
die Moderne Kunst (1945), ou Théorie de l'art moderne (Paris: 
Denoél/Gonthier, 1971), is: 


“We have found the parts, but not yet the whole. We lack this last 
force. For lack of a people who carry us. »] 


It's curious, it's at the moment when all the Soviet revolutionary artists 
and sympathizers with the revolution are beginning to worry about 
the turn it is taking and say to themselves: but we have always 
counted on the people, and the people, we don't have it, we don't have 
it, that is to say they have a presentiment of what the people will 
become with... [Deleuze does not finish] Good. 


Lucien Gouty: There is a very beautiful notation in Victor Hugo which 
has an extraordinary verbal power in Les Misérables, and all of a 
sudden [116:00] when you read it, you feel that he is putting down 
his pen because he always talks about Jean Valjean and says all the 
same “the day when these people speak for themselves, what will that 
bring? because he talks about the wretched... 


Deleuze: Yes, yes, yes, yes... 


Lucien Gouty: And Victor Hugo despite his verbal power, he says, he 
stops, he takes his breath away himself, and says “what would that 


give, if...? 


Deleuze: There you go! he proposes a free indirect discourse and he 
would tell us about it. 


Lucien Gouty: It's very moving. 
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Deleuze: Yes, and now we don't seem to say that anymore because we 
know that it's not enough for these people to speak or manage to 
speak for us to put them on TV... [ Laughs] we know that this is not 
the right solution yet. So I believe, in fact, that in this curious 
coupling, if you like, it is indeed in the mode: "we lack a force", that is 
to say: "we lack the people", and it is on this basis that the hitch 
[117:00] is made: make Quebec a people, reinvent Quebec as a 
people, reinvent the peoples of Africa, reinvent the peoples of South 
America, or invent them . Because in a way, it's not wrong. 


When the -- dare I say -- when the enemies of the people say, "but 
there's never been a people here, what are you talking about? You 
have never been a people! it's very funny because... and, in a way, it's 
true. It must be said, it is true, since it is precisely when we tell them 
that, that this people begins to invent itself. There is nothing better for 
the invention of a people than to be told from morning to night: "You 
are not a people, you have never been a people, you are not even 
capable of being a people”. 


English Canadians when Quebecers [118:00] talk to them, they laugh, 
they say: 


“No, but you take yourself for a people? The Palestinians, they have 
been reminded enough that they were never a people. They say: yes, 
yes, yes! They are right, yes, they were a people, and much better 
than that, in any case, they became one, they became one and damn 
it. Maybe they won't always be -- there are peoples that we eliminate, 
it wouldn't be the first time -- but the problem "how to become a 
people?" implies precisely this kind of reinvention which passes 
through, which at least culturally, passes through free indirect 
discourse. 


Perrault would not allow himself to make a fiction on the theme; Jean 
Rouch would not allow himself to make a fiction about Africa. It has 
to be, as Perrault says, it has to [119:00] be -- only he wouldn't allow 


himself either, and he wouldn't be interested in making a 
documentary -- he has to find a Negro, and what does he ask? A black 
man 


"fictitious", and in all his films, that's it, two or three blacks doing 
fiction, in the process of "fictitious". Think of, remember the wonder 
of, I believe it's "Little by little" 


de... [1971, by Jean Rouch], the black man who goes to see the multi- 
storey houses in Paris. It becomes a kind of fiction, fantastic fiction 
because he wants to stay in Paris, he doesn't want to go back there. 
There's a friend who comes to pick him up, and he acts vis-a-vis the 
friend, he really does "act of storytelling", he absolutely acts as if he 
were an old Parisian. He makes him visit the city and says to him: 
“you see; here is a multi-storey building”, [Deleuze laughs] so it’s all 
marvelous. 


And at Perrault it's the same. [120:00] At Perrault it's the same. It 
must be the Tremblay family that fictionalizes by talking about their 
Breton ancestors or by talking about all that, anything, and it is in this 
act by which individuals fictionalize that there are the seeds of 
constitution invention of a people. So, of course, you are right to say, 
all this is not enough to constitute a political act; that is not enough to 
constitute a political act, but politics, I think it will be invented if it 
has to be invented. I mean, it won't come out of Perrault's or Rouch's 
or anybody's head, or Rocha. The proof, Rocha, he really put, as he 
says, he really put the country in a trance; he put the earth in a trance, 
but he couldn't do more. It was his free indirect speech, what. Beneath 
the myths speaks the trance; he couldn't do more, and it was a great 
[121:00], a great work of art, but you could still say: something is 
missing, what is missing? The people are still missing. 
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While you understand in the classic political cinema, the people are 
there, up to the Soviets, both on the side of the Americans and of the 
Soviets elsewhere. The parallelism in this respect is striking. They do 
not have the same conception of the people. The American people as a 
new people is a constant theme in social cinema as well as in the 
western — [John] Ford straddles both — there is the people, the people 
are there. But in westerns, Americans are like everyone else, they've 
passed their crisis, of course. In their speech, they keep talking about 
the American people, but everyone knows there are none, the people 


are missing. The evolution of [122:00] black American film that I 
don't know much about, but the little I know about it is after the 
revolutionary moment when they simply wanted to overthrow power, 
and in current black American political cinema, it's completely 
different now. They insist on the diversity of the types of black 
communities, a kind of fragmentation, namely "the black people are 
missing", and make a very strange relationship between the author of 
the film and there too it is a free indirect speech. There is one of the 
blacks, I no longer remember his name, one of the best current blacks 
who made a declaration which I read, I no longer remember where, he 
said: today there are several, there are all kinds of black movements 
and the situation is not the same in the east in the west, in the north 
or in the south, the situation is very different. There is no unity. There 
are minorities. There, it is very consistent [123:00] with a kind of 
current awareness, and there are several black movements, and I too 
am a movement! Of course, he was joking when he said: I too am a 
movement, but those are the conditions. 


Christian: The black Chautern? 
Deleuze: No... I wonder if it's not Clarke... 
Christian : Clarke, Shirley Clarke... ? 


Deleuze: No, no, no, no, a man, another, another Clarke, I don't know 
anymore, I think, I don't know his name anymore, but currently it's a 
completely new type of cinema . If you take "Moi chez l'Egyptien" 
[1982], what fascinates me the most, with [Youssef] Chahine, is 
precisely the extreme -- for a moment -- there too, he made his break . 
I'm not saying it's good, this breakup, he didn't choose it. For a very 
long time, he was Nasserian, he believed in Arab unity, he believed in 
all that. Today it's very curious how [124:00] he even presents the 
Egyptian people as crossed by broken lines, and it's a cinema that 
seems at first glance to focus more and more on "Me, Me Chahine ", to 
the point that his heart disease, the accident he had in the heart, is 
short-circuited, with the political events he recounts. 


Here too, I see the same thing. It is not at all a cinema of the “me” or 
an aestheticizing cinema, not at all. It's, he was Nasserian, again, it's 
not that he broke with Nasser; he must have noticed that the givens of 
the problem were not those that the Arabs had hoped for for a while 
and needed to restate the problem, to go through the diversity of 
movements, all that. [125:00] So with all the questions that this raises 
in relation to fundamentalism, in relation, etc., but the broken lines, it 
is perpetually broken lines that Chahine holds in his hand. Only it's a 


very curious composition, the films of Chahine, hence this impression 
that there is always his "me", "me Chahine" but his Me to him, it's 
exactly like "Me Rouch" c i.e. "I, a 
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black ". It is: “my heart against a people”, “my heart attack against a 
people”, not in the sense of an enemy, but in exchange for, in 
exchange for a people who are not yet there. That is to say, after his 
Nasser period, Chahine tells us something that Nasser thought: that 
there already was an Egyptian people, or that they were in the process 
of doing so, [126:00 ] and he couldn't, he couldn't. You have to 
believe that it was still too difficult, and you have to take up the 
problem again, you have to etc., and then this cinema risks being less 
egocentric than it seems. It's a little along the lines of... or the 
American black I was talking about and whose name I no longer 
remember, said: "Really, well yes, there are a lot of black movements, 
and me too, me alone, I am a movement”. Yes. [ Break] 


Good. I thank you for this year, personally I was very happy with it; 
have a nice holiday ! 


Student: Practically does it continue at ten o'clock or is that a 
problem? 


Deleuze: Ah, I'll manage that; there's no problem because the current 
status is terrible because even if we were forced to... I know that there 
are many among you [127:00] who -- it's not for reasons of get up, but 
it's for work reasons and all that -- can't, can't arrive until ten o'clock. 
So given the time we have and since I can't talk for more than three 
hours, anyway, I won't start until ten o'clock, even if I'm here, well, 
we'll make conversation. [End of recording] [2:07:26] 


